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. E queſtion i is, Whether candi- 
dates, on the preſent occaſion, can | 
properly promiſe to oppoſe money- 

bills of longer duration than ſix months; un- 


til a law be obtained to limit the length of | 
parliaments, 
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The arguments in the pamphlet, on this 
queſtion, being ſome what involved in decla 
mation; I have, for ſake of brevity and 
eaſe of the reader, extracted the ſubſtance 
of them. If I have not done them juſtice, 
I hope the author will impute it to miſap- 
prehenſion; my intention being, to put them 
in as ſtrong a light as they can bear. 

As to the arrogance and indecency, bor- 
dering on ſcurrility, which the pamphlet a- 
bounds with ; I acknowledge myſelf inca- 
pable of anſwering it : being ignorant of 
that ſtile i in writing. 

I can not Proceed without remarking, that 
our author Lias treated a certain gentleman 
of the law improperly. An anonymous 
author who deſcends to perſonal. abuſe, ſtabs, 
or attempts to ſtab, in the dark; and {inks 
into the character of 3 an aſſaſin. I know it 
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is thought, for my part Lam clear, the au- 
thor, Whoever he be, DuUrsT not attack 
that gentleman in any other manner. 
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FIRST ARGUMENT. 


to the 
tending lo do right ; and is à menace that 
they will compel him to do that right, which 
they ſuppoſe he will refuſe. It is a diſreſpect to 


The 2 money-bill-ſcheme is diſreſpe@ful 
fi 


good kings, to put upon their attions an appear- 


ance of force, which becometh tyrants only. 


Such bare: faced ſophiſtry is amazing. 


Every one knows, in our happy and wiſe 


conſtitution, the king acts by his miniſters; 


that urs acts are THEIR; and that although 
THEY may err, HE can do no WRONOG. Upon 


whom, then, does the ſuſpicion, threat, me- 


mace, appearance of force, diſreſpect, or what- 
ever elſe the author pleaſes to call it, upon 
whom does it fall? Upon whom can it fall, 
but upon ſuch of his majeſty's ſervants as are 


intereſted in oppoſing a law to limit the length 
of parliaments in this kingdom? Who they are, 


the reader will judge. Tis obvious, 
they muſt be of this kingdom, or in imme- 
diate connexion with it. 

It ſurpriſes me to. ſee that old, ſilly, ex- 
ploded artifice revived on this occaſion. I am 


A 2 | ſhocked 


ng ; implies a ſuſpicion of his not in- 
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ſhocked to hear the sAcRED name of Majt- 
sr proſtituted to ſuch purpoſes ; impiouſly, 
prophanely ox to ſcreen delegates in 
power. 

Hath his majeſty a proteſtant ſubject in 
this kingdom, vhok unſhaken loyalty, whoſe 
unalterable attachment to his facred perſon, 
family and government, can admit of the 
leaſt doubt? Who is there, in the king- 
dom, that can exclude from his breaſt the 
moſt ſanguine hopes in the glory of the pre- 
ſent reign? Who, then, is the perſon 
guilty of di/reſpef?, of the higheſt injuſtice 
to our monarch and his faithful ſubjects ? 
Is it the man who would promote a meaſure, 
highly conducive to the united intereſt of 
king and people ; or the man who would 
treacherouſly inſinuate a want of due re- 
ect for his majeſty, in ſubjects who never 
were, nor ever can be exceeded in loyalty, 
affection and honour for their s0vEREIGN, 


by any ſubjects, in any country or age? 
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SECOND ARGUMENT. 


Promiſes made by candidates to electors, 
which the law doth not oblige them to make, 
are ſubverfrve of the freedom of parliament ; 
and, conſequently, deſtructive of the conſtitu- 
tion. It appears from the Mobus TENENDI 
PARLIAMENTUM, Zhe WRIT OF SUMMONS, 
and the indenture between the RETURNING 
OFFICER and the ELECTORS, that the elected 
have full power to act and conſent in the af- 
fairs about which they (hall be called to treat; 
the [ame power which the electors themſelves 
would have, if they conſtituted the lower houſe 
of parliament, without election of repreſenta- 
tives: But any promiſe touching their conduct 
in parliament, is a manifeſt reſtraint upon 

that full power ; and diſqualifies them from 
conſidering, and treating, and forming a 
judgment of the matters before them. 

This gentleman would have the freedom 
of parliament underſtood in a moſt extraor- 
dinary ſenſe. He takes it to be an abſolute, 
unlimited freedom: Which opinion of his, 

| * ariſeth 
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ariſeth from a total miſconception of the 
conſtitution, 

No man can ſay, that any ſingle member 
of the nouss. hath a higher or more enlarged 
freedom in his acts as a member, than the 
whole nous hath in its acts as a branch of 
che legiſlature; or that any fingle branch of 
the legiſlature hath a higher or more enlarged 
freedom, than the whole three branches, 
concurring as the legiſlative body, 

Suppoſe, then, an act of parliament, utterly 
to aboliſh the commons and veſt: the whole 
legiſlative power in the other two branches; 
(a ſuppoſition, allowable in theory) can any 
man be ſo wild to imagine that ſuch an act 


would 'be valid? Would it not be a mani- 
feſt, abſolute nullity? 


Every man, converſant in - conſtitutional 
matters, knows that acts of parliament, plain- 
ly repugnant to natural juſtice, have always 
been adjudged nullities in courts of Juſtice 3 3 
and theſe judgments, fully acquieſced i in. 

Where, then, is the omnipotence of par- 
liament? What becomes of the abſatute, 
unlimited Freedom of individuals in the 
HOUSE 3 4 freedom, admitting 10% re- 
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notion, clearly repugnant to tlie conſtitution, 
| atid utterly deſtructive of it: 

The true parliamentary freedom which 
every repreſentative 1 is intitled to, and ought 
to retain, is clearly no more than this; a free- 
dom to act as his judgment directs, conſiſt- 
ently with natural juſtice and the funda- 
mentals of our CONSTITUTION AL 
FREEDOM. 

The queſtion then will be, whkiter par- 
liaments of unlimited duration be conſiſtent 
with the fundamentals of our CONS T I- 
TUTIONAL FREEDOM. 

This queſtion can admit of no doubt, 
with any man who hath any knowledge of 
the conſtitution. = a 

Parliaments, until the reign of Henry 
the eighth, were, by general, immemorial 
uſage, limited to a ſingle ſeſſion: 
And this limitation, ever till then, invio- 
lably adhered to; even when more than 
one ſeſſion was neceſſary in a year: 
Prorogation of parliament, never before 
heard of, The COMMON LAW 
hath no other foundation than general, im- 
memorial uſage : Nor can there be a 
clearer or ſtronger foundation of any pro- 
petty, right or privilege. | 
The 
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The conſequence i is, that the electors, at 
the time of Henry the eighth's innovation, 
had a CLEAR, FUNDAMENTAL, CONSTITU- 
TIONAL RIGHT, by COMMON Law, of 
electing new repreſentatives for every ſeſſion. 
Surely it will not be pretended, that an act of 
the CROWN could deprive them of a x1GuT 
to which they were intitled by common 
LAW ; or that IRELAND is not intitled to 
every benefit of the common Law, ſo far 
as it remains uncontrouled by act of par- 
liament. How then hath IRELAND for- 
feited this CLEAR, FUNDAMENTAL, CONSTI- 
TUTIONAL RIGHT of electing new repreſen- 
tatives for every ſeſſion? But, if his ma- 
jeſty's ſubjects of IRELAND, inſtead of 
this RI GH, deſire only that then parliaments 
may be limited to fix or ſeven years; can it 
be made a queſtion, whether they have an 
indiſputable, conſtitutional Rio to ſuch 
limitation ; or can there be a repreſentative, 
in virtue, of his parliamentary An, at 
liberty to deny this Ricur? 

If IRE LAN D hath a clear, consT1TUT1- 
ONALRIGHT to this limitation of her parlia- 
ments; it clearly follows, that every repreſenta- 
tive is, by his PARLIAMENTARY TRUST, indiſ- 

penſably 
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penſably bound to his conſtituents, his 
king and country, to uſe the moſt probable, 
legal means for obtaining a law to aſſert 
this RIGHT. Is there, in the moral or chriſ- 
tian ſyſtem, a higher or ſtronger obligation ? 
How, then, can a promiſe bind faſter ? 
Doth ſuch a promiſe induce any new re- 
ſtraint, in a matter wherein the repreſenta- 
tive was at liberty before? How, then, can 
it abridge his parliamentary freedom? 

Our author implicitly admits, and in- 
deed it cannot be denied, that promiſes 
made by candidates to electors, which the 
law obliged them to make, would not be 
ſubverſive of parliamentary freedom. 
One would think it follows ſtronger, that 
promiſes made by candidates to do a 
thing which they could not omit 
doing, without violating the higheſt truſt; 
without abandoning the conſtitution; with- 
out trampling on all laws, human and di- 
vine; cannot be ſubverſive of this freedom. 
But I have taken up too much time 
in eyincing what is, in reality, ſelf- evident. 


THIRD 
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THIRD ARGUMENT. 


The bill for limiting the length of parliaments 
will PROBA BLV be dropped in the council of 
Great- Britain; it being PROBABLE Yhat they, 
2 jealous of the HONOUR of the Crown, 
DEMAGOGUES, in the beginning of his reign. 
And if the bill returns; it will PROBABLY 
be. rejected b y the lords. And the ſcheme, 
if. gerad in, will PROBABLY ſoon end in a 
diſſolutiom of pariame' t. And it is not pRo- 
BABLE that promiſes given the conſtituents, to 
promote this ſcheme, will be adher'd to. 
Therefore the. ſchems is an A8$URD. PROJECT, 
@ RIDICULOUS ATTEMPT, 

Suppoſing the rrEMISSEs, in this curious 
piece of reaſoning, ever ſo juſt; what be- 
comes of the cox cus oN? I is not PROBA“ 
BLE ZH the ſcheme will ſucceed: Therefore it 
is ABSURD and RIDICULOUS. If there be 
any chance, any poſſibility of ſucceſs, it 
ought to be attempted; unleſs a more pro- 
bable ſcheme be propoſed; which is not 
yet done. 

He thinks it probable, the Britiſb council 
will- adyiſe.. his majeſty againſt paſſing the 
limiting 
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limiting bill, there. The only reaſon he 
gives for this notion, is, that paſſing it 
would be inconſiſtent with his majeſty's 
honour. The impious fallacy of this, 1s 
expoſed in the anſwer to his firſt 
argument. 

He gives no reaſon why he thinks it 
probable that the bill, if N returns, will 
be rejected by the lords; or that the ſcheme, 
if perſiſted i in, will end in a diſſolution. 

_ Can it be doubted that the concurrence, 
or even acquieſſence of the 1rifþ leaders, 
added to the ſenſe of the commons and the 
two COUNCILS, would carry the bill through 
the Housk of Lok Ds? Or is it to be con- 
ceiv'd that theſe leaders would oppoſe the 
united ſenſe of the NATION, the commons 
and the two councirs; or even the ſenſe 
of the commons and NATION, corroborated 
by the, ſhort money-bill; how detrimental 
ſoever to their own power ? 

His imagination that the repreſentatives 
will probably break theſe public compacts 
enter'd into between them and the conſtitu- 
ents, 1s, to me, the moſt aſtoniſhing of 
any thing I have met with, in this extraor- 
dinary performance. Men are too apt to 


judge 
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Judge of others by themſelves: But I am 
not ſo uncharitable, to think this the au- 
thor's caſe. I ſhall readily admit that ma- 
ny men are, in their hearts, abandoned: 
But there are few, quite abandoned to the 


ſenſe of ſhame. Is there a GENTLEMAN 


who could live under ſuch a load of infa- 
my as would neceſſarily be” brought upon 
him, by a public breach of ſuch a compact, 
publicly enter'd into, on a ſolemn occa- 
lion, with an aggregate body ? 
Notwithſtanding his parliamentary free- 
dom, he is quite eaſy about promiſes of ut- 
zuoſt endeavours to obtain ſhort parliaments; 
well knowing, indeed implicitly admitting, 
that ſuch general promiſes can not be effec- 
tual. *Tis evident that the ſeptennial 
bill, as often as it is introduced, may fafely 
be permitted to paſs the COMMONS 
without oppoſition; (as a decennial bill was, 
a SESSION or two ago) but, without a 
ſhort money bill, what hope of its return? 
He ſays, we have not had a parliament 
fince the commencement of parliamentary 
journals, that can reaſonably be called a 
long one, but the laſt : : none, but the laſt, 
excceding ten or twelve years, How he 


came to think a parliament of ten or 


twelve 
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twelve years-ſtanding, not a long one; 
or why the SEPTENNIAL STANDARD 
ought to be exceeded; is not eaſy to con- 
ceive. I never met with any colourable ar- 
gument in ſupport of ſuch an opinion. Some 
contend, „that, as we uſually have only one 
« SESSION in two years; fourteen years 
« here, would be equivalent to ſeven in 
„ Great-Britain.” But this is nothing more 
than a quible; the fallacy of it, glaring. 
Can any man imagine, it is number of 
SESSIONS, and not length of time, 
that farailhes till further means of 
CORRUPTION? What is it, but the diſ- 
tance of a GENERAL ELECTION co- 
operating with CORRUPTION, that can 
utterly diveſt a repreſentative of all regard 
to the general ſenſe of the nation ? There 
are men, ſo weak or proſtitute as to urge 
the evils attending ELECTIONS, [Dr un- 
kewneſs, Idleneſs, Diſſention, Tumult, &c.) 
as an argument againſt ſhort parliaments ; 3 
although the evils attending long parlia- 
ments (quite of a different ſpecics) muſt be 
allowed, beyond compariſon, greater. Was 
it ever doubted; that long parliaments are 
ſubverſive of our CONSTITUTIONAL 
FREEDOM ? With all the evils attending 


elections, 
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elections; exaggerated to the utmoſt ; mul- 
tiplied an hundred fold; could any man in 


his ſenſes hefitate a moment, which to 
chuſe; SHORT PARLIAMENTS or 
SLAVERY : ? 

How this author came to connect his pa- 
negyric on the late parliament with the 
_ preſent queſtion, I cannot conceive. He 

hath had the modeſty, or prudence, not to 
diſpute the maxim, © that ſhort parliaments. 
c are the fundamental pillar of our conſti- 
« tution; and that long parliaments, if 
ce perſever d in, muſt at length deſtroy i hugh 
Yer he hath not acknowledged the ſelf-evi- 
dent truth; but leaves his readers in doubt, 
whether 25 will not, at another day, if the 
word of command be given, plumpiy deny it. 

Upon the whole, I am to preſume that. 
his vindication of the laſt parliament is in- 
tended as argumentative, on his ſide of the 
preſent queſtion, _ 

Conſidered in this light; ſuppoſing it 
juſt, in every particular; the arguments 
deducible from it will ſtand thus: 

The laſt parliament made ſeveral good 
laws; and were ſo LIBERAL, MUNIFICENT, 
CHARITABLE an GENEROUS, . as to apply-part 
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of the eUBLIC money to PUBLIC works (CANALS, 
HARBOURS, &©c.) and other PUBLIC uſes: There- 
fore no part of the' run money was miſap- 
plied, during their guardianſhip thereof: 
Conſequently they * diſcharged, not only their 
guardianſhip of the euBLic money but alſo 
all other parts of their y ARLIAMENTARY TRUST, 
with as much fidelity, vigilance and public 
Spirit, and with the ſame regard to the gene- 
ral ſenſe of their CONSTITUENTS, upon all oc- 
caftons, as if they had been limited in manner 
now de fired. 
This kingdom bath been gradually impro- 
ving in trade, mavniufattures and wealth; under 
unlimited parliaments : Therefore it is FACTI- 
OUS, ABSURD and RIDICULOUS, 70. defire a 
limitation: It being well known to all men of 
knowledge in hiſtory, that the liberty of every 
Free country always became. more and more 
ſecure, as it increas'd in wealth, "and the natu- 
ral off ſpring of wealth, LUXURY, CORRUP- 
TION, GAMING, 1 &c. 
le talks political creeds.. If 
I can Judg e of Lim from the ſample he has 
given of himſelf; I am apt to think, His 
creed would be ſomething to this effect. 
J, A. B. do verily believe in my con- 
6 ſcience, that vixru is an empty ſound, 
cc a 
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« a meer name, We by the clergy for 
« their own purpoſes; in which they have 
e never been able to prevail, but among 
« Fools and MAD MEN: And every other 
« man (without exception) who talks of 
ee public virtue, public ſpirit, duty to his 
country, and ſuch like chimeras, is a 
« kNAVE at bottom. That the intereſt of 
the king and that of his miniſters and ſub- 
© miniſters, in both kingdoms, being inva- 
ce riably and inſeparably connected; and the 
 & yoxouR of the crown,therefore,neceſlarily 
engaged in ſupportingand enlarging what- 
« ever power or influence any miniſterial 
«© man or ſet of men may have acquired, a- 
*gainſt all attempts of the people to abridge 
« jt; whoever acts or writes or ſpeaks or 
be whiſpers any thing for the common good, 
* tending to impair, in any degree, the 
c power, influence or intereſt of any of his 
e majeſty's ſervants, is guilty of the higheſt 
« diſreſpect, not only to his preſent majeſty, 
ce but alſo to his royal anceſtors and the 
« whole royal family; is turbulent, diſcon- 
c zented, ambitious, audacious, Factious, ſe- 
© ditious, demagogue, incendiary, leveller, 
rioter, enemy 10 bis king and country. 1 
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